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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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10)[EI The drawing(s) filed on 27 April 2006 is/are: a)KI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
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Detailed Action 



The amendment filed on 4-27-2006 has been entered. The text of the canceled 
claims should not be supplied. 

Claims Objection 

Claims 1-8 and 11-17 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

(1) In claims 1 and 11, line 8, "a blade" should read -the blade-. 

(2) In claims 16 and 17, line 1, "said support member base portion" should read - 
said depending base portion--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7, 8 and 11-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gilder et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0144404) 
in view of Gilder et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,212,777). 
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Gilder et al. '404 discloses a shaving razor blade unit comprising a housing (10), 
a shaving surface defined by a group of parallel blades (19,20,21,22) supported by the 
housing (10), the blades (19,20,21,22) being mounted on support members (28) that 
are movable mounted on the housing (10). The shaving razor blade unit of Gilder et al. 
can be a three-blade shaving unit (see Fig. 5) or a four-blade shaving unit (see Fig. 8). In 
both cases, the inter-blade span (S2 and S3 for three blades, see Fig. 5) and (S2,S3,S4 
for four blades, see Fig.8) can be 1 .1 1 mm (see paragraphs [0025] and [0031]) 
regardless the numbers of the blades, and the expose of blades between the first blade 
and the last blade is approximately 0 degree. 

In view of this fact, one skilled in the art who wishes to provide the four-blade 
shaving unit (Fig.8) of Gilder et al. with an additional blade (for the purpose of adding an 
additional cutting surface to reduce overall shaving time) would have known to keep 
the inter-blade span at a constant value (i.e. 1.11 mm) as suggested by Gilder et al. 
Therefore, the claimed limitation of "the distance from the cutting edge of a first blade of 
said group to a last blade of said group being between 3.8 mm and 4.6 mm" is met (i.e. 
1.11 mm x4 = 4.44 mm). 

With regard to the blade length, the '404 reference is silent about it. However, 
since the inter-blade span is at the above constant value (i.e. 1.11 mm), it is obvious 
that the blade length thereof is about or less than 1.11 mm. To select a certain range 
such as less than 1mm for the blade length of the '404 reference would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, since it has been held that where the 
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general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Allen 105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 
1955). 

It is noted the blades of Gilder et al. '404 are each mounted on a support member 
(28) which is not of the claimed angled shape, and the exposure of the first and last 
blades is not as claimed. 

Gilder et al. 777 show a blade (11) mounted on a support member (unnumbered, 
see Fig. 2) having a blade platform portion for supporting the blade (11) and a 
depending base portion angled relative to the blade platform portion. The 777 
reference also shows a blade unit comprising a first blade (11) having a negative 
exposure (EXP -0.04, see Fig.2) and a last blade (13) having a positive exposure (EXP 
+0.06, see Fig.2). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to further modify Gilder et al. 
'404 by having each blade supported on a well-known angled shape blade support 
member such as that of 777's and by having the first blade arranged at a negative 
exposure and the last blade arranged at a positive exposure to reduce the drag forces 
during shaving as taught by the 777 reference. 

With regard to claims 2 and 3, it is well known in the art the length of the inter- 
blade span affects the overall size and the rinsing efficiency of the blade unit. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to further modify Gilder et 
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al. by selecting a desirable range for the blades distance to achieve a desirable size of 
the blade unit and yet not to jeopardize the rinsing efficiency thereof. 
3. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gilder et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0144404) and Gilder et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,212,777) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Trotta (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,407,067). 

Gilder et al. '404 as modified shows all the claimed structure except it is silent 
about the range for the blade tangent angle. 

Trotta shows a razor unit comprising a group of blades (40,44) each having a 
blade tangent angle of between 21 to 22 degrees (see Abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to further modify Gilder et al. 
'404 by having the blades at a tangent angle of between 21 to 22 degrees to achieve a 
closer and safer shave as taught by Trotta. 

Remarks 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 108 and 1 1 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Action Made Final 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 

TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is 
not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then 
the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Point of Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hwei-Siu C. Payer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
451 1. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 
4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for 
official communications and 571-273-451 1 for proposed amendments. 
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